Vison Group B — Governance and Medical Control
Meeting Minutesfor December 1, 2000
EM S Vision Update 2000 Conference: Integrating the Pieces
Breakout Sessions 1& 2
Marines Memorial Club, San Francisco

Agenda

-Membership

-Review of Work to Date

-Objective 15— August 22, 2000 Mesting
-Discussion and Input

Introduction

Membership

Ron Blaul, Chuck Baucom, Lou Meyer, David Nevins, Gerdd Simon,
Barbara Pletz, Michadl Osur, Joe Barger, Bill McCammon, Dick Mayberry,
Kevin White (Alternate), Ray Navarro, Jan Ogar, Sheldon Gilbert (Alternate),
Leonard Inch.

SUmmary

Review of Work to Date

-17 Objectives were assigned to the group.

-The group decided to take the sub-group approach to working out the
objectives.

-Early work began on 11 of the objectives (1-4, 7, 10-15). Theremaining
objectives (5, 6, 8, 9, 16, 17) were placed on hold.

-Objective 1-Completed. EMSA developed awritten process and matrix for
the Governance Committee and the VLT to review. The EMSA
processmatrix will be put in the State EM S Plan and/or EM S System
Guiddines.

-Obj ective 2-Focus group to findize and present to the entire committee.

-Objective 3-Deveoping language of shared responshilitiesfor an EMSA

Adminigrative Director and an EMSA Medicd Director for the Focus Group

to review.

-Objective 4-Vison Group D (System Evduation & Improvement) isworking

on thisobjective. A firgt draft has been completed. Vison Group D feds

that H & SC1797.102 gives EMSA the authority to monitor and evaluate
loca EMS agencies. Governance will define the process to be followed,
makeup of evauation team and non-compliance actions.

-Objective 7-EMSA is setting up atask force to address.

-Objective 10-Kevin White is participating on the EMT-1, EMT-P and the
Education & Personndl Committees. These three committees are dso

working on this objective. Kevinwill bring the draft recommendations from

these groups to the next Governance mesting.



-Objective 11-David Nevinsis rewriting the recommendetions for this
objective.

-Objective 12-EMDAC is currently working on this, will review ther
proposed process when compl eted.

-ODbjective 13-EMDAC isworking on this objective.

-Objective 14-EMDAC isworking on this objective.

Objective 15 — August 22, 2000 Meeting

Objective 15
-Two modds (city and county) developed at the 08/22/00 meeting. Members
are taking modds to their group for review and comment.

August 22, 2000 Mesting
-Actua Outcome

-Dedl Breskers

-Modd Review

-Modd Discussion
-Next Steps

-Actual Outcome
-Agreement on system participation.
-Generd agreement only that shared governance is the group godl.
-Generate amodd.
-After severa starts, one modd was devel oped in concept.
-Themodd did not generate consensus.
-The two verdgons are gill some distance apart.
1. “Municipa Modd”
2. “County Modd”

-Deal Breakers

-Counties must not have the ability to “override’ or have more power in the
decision making than the other participants. (Municipa perspective)

-50% “vote’ of one single stakeholder (county included) is not shared
governance. Must be equd for al participants. (Municipa perspective)

-County must have, at aminimum, a“vote’ structure where 40% of the “vote”’
rests with the county, 40% with municipa concerns and 20% vested in an as
yet unidentified 39 neutral party. (County perspective)

-Any body with fina mandated authority must be made up of a group of
separately or dready dected officias. Appointed officials are bad
government in concept. (County perspective)

-Some places are working and don’t fedl they need to change, whatever model
is developed, it must be enabling not mandatory. (County perspective)

-Any governing mechanism must not have any “pockets of underserved’
population. (This perspective was first expressed by County representatives
early in the Vison process, now it is generdly agreed upon by dl system



participants)

-Mode Review

Municipal Mode

Board of Directors

-Exiding Elected Officids
-Baances Interests, not numbers
*Decison by smple mgority

Commission

-Made up of Stakeholders
-Decison Find if 2/3 Mgority

-1f not 2/3 mgority, decison moved
to Board of Directors

-Model Discussion

County Model

Board of Directors

-Exiding Elected Officids

-Balances Interests, not numbers

* Supermajority at Board for
gpprova and veto

Commission

-Made up of Stakeholders

* Anything could stop a Commission
leve

* Simple mgority for approva

-Both versons have a separate Joint Powers or smilar sort of governmental

entity.

-There would be a Board of Directors.

-There would be a Commission of stakeholders.
-The Board of Directors (BoD) would be comprised of existing e ected

officas from system participants.

-This BoD would have find mandated authority of some of those defined

areas of responghility.

-The commission’s system decisions would be subordinate to the BoD in

some circumstances.

-The BoD would be a5 member body, with two county officids, two
city/district officids and a5 “neutra” officia as yet undetermined, possibly
a state representative from the areas in question.

-Thereis disagreement in the manner of decison making.

-Thereis dso disagreement with the items in which the Commisson hasfind

mandated authority.
-The“Municipd” podtion

-The Municipad modd holdsthat if the commission makes adecison by a
2/3 mgority, then the decison isfina and would not be heard by the

BoD.

-Items not achieving a 2/3 mgjority are moved to the BoD for decision.
Those items before the BoD would require asimple majority for a

decison.




-The*County” position
-The Commission may veto to refuse to approve any meatter related to its
defined aress of responsibility, but all decisions approved by this
Commission must be “retified” by going to the BoD and receiving an
action to approve or veto there.
-Any action by the BoD would require a supermajority of 4/5 vote rather
than asmple mgority 2/3 vote.

-Next Steps
-The group has agreed this modd accurately reflects the positions and
discussons.
-The summary is being circulated within the congtituent groups for policy
level feedback on the positions.
-If thereis room for further movement and development in the mode(s), then
the group will arrange another al day work meseting on this subject.
-The expected outcome will continue to be amode developed sufficiently
for al congtituent groups to provide written support of the concept as a
possible solution to moveto the VLT.
-1f it is determined by the congtituent groups that there is no room for
movement or further development:
-Theissue will be tabled while the Governance group works on the other
objectives.
-Theissue may berevisted in the future of the project as changes
perspectives or environment dictate/alow.

Questions/Discussion/I nput
Sesson 1
-What will the make up of the “commisson” in the modes be?
-The make up should not be specified in Statutes.
-What is the reasoning behind smple mgority vs. super mgority?
- Super provides a surety of mgority with no question.
- Protects counties interests.
-Are there any other moddlsin other states that are smilar?
-There are some.
-There was a suggestion that 4/5 mgority be used only in issuesthat cdl for it
(in reation to importance), but not al of thetime.
-There was a suggestion to run issues through the Authority or some
independent evaluation.
-A «f-grading system was suggested.
-The group requested for those systems who currently have working models,
to submit them to the group o that they can review them and maybe pull a
few ideas from them.

Session 2
-Background information on the existing models was requested.
-Why does the state need to impose away of governing locd EMS?



-The state doesn't, it was needed. A lot of different groups are looking to
develop this.
-1t was suggested that the legidature be considered in considering the models.
-1t was suggested to document the method of operation so that incoming
personalities can see how things work.
-1t was as0 suggested that the group don't automaticaly dismiss models due
to perception. They should work them out anyway.



